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REMARKS 

R v. ^ s i a \ < \\ it i f iv ^ toi'ov 

! vn'v v <j< o » ! ; s k x «.L< v i < 

disclaimer. 

' ■ ! 5 to Specification 

Applicant \ - - . > ^ <V ^ ^ i ? „ it kxIhi v ;vic 4 <. - Ik v - ^tor m 

objection. 

QMgMg. fe Claims 9, 12 and 13 

She O v \o.v\ cets claims 9, 12 and 13 because of informalities. Applicant has 
i iu .o. :o;.v, \ ;iv ; t * i >i ^ o Is n \f p u f 

espeetl £ v 3 s it » al of the objects to claims 9, 12 and 13. 
M^«ja«f^fa'"« * i2 - 20 Under 35 UJS.C. Si02fb) 
The Office Action rejects claims I and 12-20 under 35 U.S.C, § 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Gergk et al, (U.S. Publication No. 2002,0198719) C Gergic et al."). Applicant 
traverses -hi- .ejection and argues that Gergic et al. tail to teach the limitation of a top level flow 
<. v f distinguish this feature from the reference. Applicant has 

Soppo utation is found in the speeilic.ru l * j o > - \apts^Hj 

\oi > \ xvt to the controile he O ceA>. oi c e Gergic sal's 

U o vv> v k \V v < uni 1 \n t , L s 1 < a . v 

,\\ » ^ et i _odv ^ vOt H > ' k 'v. i ^ v M 
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w ' w > using an associated parameter object is the equivalent of the top levd flow 
* vn is . elusion 

-\ss , w ^ru "! U - us. u< e . iv' f *. rer* ir meworl 1- 

% lMI >pefi k it ons and s 

\ x x v ; p J associated Et Md p et-.r< ecus to pass 

parameters, configuration and results fhis information i; then nterpreted on the i lienl side ai 
(. aom. s ! ipl> submits that the difference between the VotetiflML 

Joannes t i ion lex e flow controller that is i finite tj tc i iodel represents a novel 

andnon-oh 1 1 Jan 1 ou is no! 'A^ti' ( t v \ \ a f 

suggestion dtat the VoiceXMI. document disclosed in Gergic ei d is a finite state model or 
fimetions in an equivalent manner as a finite state model One of skill in the art would certainly 
v , v'v'u « * on a VoiceXML -document and a finite state model. VoieeXML 
n ^e an H TMI document does wlti - - 

v\ » n« , > j Pi v i>% Inasmuch as one .of skill in the art would easily recognize 

d not t -VoiceXMI sch sed in Gergic et al with a top level fiow controller that is a 

iVmie A. oo. s - »vO' v u h submits that claim ! is patentable and in condition M 
allowance, 

^ v. s e to the contentio on - Office action the act 

o ^nn i and Je ^ n na the \ - -m for ;se is simpl> a known s as t ard i n \ k development of 
ai^nsen o , ^ i ^ ! \n > hittio i •» ->!\usc vie ate ana 
t ig and deployment step that the E> r it ! For 

^ o !i d\ ^ v . * • --en < - dv ; g ,o - d -a c<uu:^ It i ! n s a limit, state 

, v k Jeg-s and dc\ eloped sub-o . 
decision : dlice Action is devoid of any analysis of this pari don within 
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\«j ■> <- "dd^knsm. o ue ixh ^ > Ypnl u*tt trs\<.r>es the 

vorc n :p - O; ee \otu\n \ iat this particula t 1 od ot \ , ti e spoken 

Is ^' •^er< ' e - ••; :H ; an inherent ° ^-f the out 1 x e > ^ \pnkam s^;es l il 

hi t'uft ~ ..I ] > KJ>-!j:ne ^^^iuu ^tcp^ auto 

and dei e i »gs ite cli depende! i ec i iode For example this 

a n thing regardu dev* ? <. ogs or an) thing 
- itcraeting independent of their decision model 

I'xert-v , <-"\s . h. 

limitation of claim 1. 

< - - am \ Applicant has amended claim 13 in a manner similar to claim 1. 
vuot 1 w v isseris that the top level dialog flow controller that k & 

finite sfa s taugj in ( c ei ah Applicant furtk 

bubnit J u o- te-jc'u irccrpotaiiug a toutcxt s^ul oe »\> i s * and the 

\ - * . in the test j i ephn ; ng stat Ik o Ac 

step of a contexts! s € ogofik b-dlalog to be 

v ^ s r.cr-st t cv s v ift would include 1 ; i < went d jgbe 
able to div vvhich a:t of parallel processes is applicable as input as is taught in 

paragraphs AAA A Ai^A. n •> . t t- ^ l - } o of she reference \ u leaches 

~rniu i n si s 

concept of a parent dialog of a sub-dialog. Paragraphs 124 and 125 of Gergie et aL cited in the 

A v V , v. V ^ v v- A V i _ i > ( I v . i 

ibrnsme} kfk d A m any order and how mil T , ^ , ^ dlov 
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ill! in multiple term? "onh wiihin a document". It is actually noted In paragraph [01231 that the 

jIuuk- I ^ ide row r. tialrws ae^n^ daarnw ivint coes >t provide a 

mechanism for exiting form items that have their own execution flow before completion of the 
> I a i ! ' t I 'kl t 5tdl > t 1 astKi k , di '3 

so eaneep ^ 

s Mp^ f , , ion of clana n \ 1 v.w r ] 

uvv! : - v r ewetHf: f f -w.u *\\\ claim 13 is patentable and in condition for 
allowance. 

Applicant a bo submits that the dependent claims 2-12 and 14-20 are patentable and in 
condition h- j I ^\:mec inasmuch as they depend .from a parent claim and recite further 
limitations therelrorn. 

Rejection of Claims 2-6 Under 35 U .S.C §103(a) 

The Office Action rejects claims 2-6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gergic et at, in view ofAbeiia et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2003/0105634} ("AheHa et ah"). 
\ » u , j^ti > iu on ub"Mit hat o wi -4 1 n t le ,r ! wonm uo ( w 

aei.. ! i i uiv nK t \ ♦son o. s <. -n v 

references, 

c - case of obviousness, the i N m st rat ee criteria 

rst, there - 1 no ovation or s gestio ! ei ' eferences hemse 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to combine the references. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success, and fsnaHy. the prior art references 
must eac c i s igv est all the claim limitations, 'file Examine! bears the initial burden of 

H 
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->o d... e s o i k dc»srabii ts ot doirg what the * i\eoun n<*s dope 'losuppoit 

the conclusion thai the claimed rar'w is directed to uhu-'us ->.h „ct matter, either the 

i j I 1 i Us \ i 1 \ 

, e g asto\\h\ the - n - t ^ t Uw -uJ 
wen s >ee shvious is 1 the teaci ra ? the era MPE 2 2 

h \ s v \ nodiOcation . mhmation 1 ie prio art would change the prmci a\ ! 
operation of the prior an invention being mod ified, then the teachings of the references are not 
sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. In rc RanL 270 F.2d 810. J 23 OSPQ 349 
(CCPA 1959). MFBP 2143.01. 

Furthermore the -.vttniec ermines thu <..anuc<. 
invention under 35 ILS.Ch 1 03, the examiner must then, consider any evidence supporting the 
i - s ed tm e it on, such as any evidence k the specification or any other 

evidence si - a >y the applicant The ultimate determination of patentability is based on the 
entire record, by a preponderance of evidence, with due consideration, to the persuasiveness of 
any arguments and any secondary evidence. In re Oeiiker, 977 F.2d 1443. 24 USPQ2d 1443 
\ \ J » [V)2h '! he i-.gal standard of "a preponderance of evidence" requires the evidence to be 
ee v ich is offered is opposition to it. With regard to rejections 
! , v ntust provide evidence which as a v. in > sh e .egal 

etemu t ^ > p cdf efcrvnc* teachings establish a pnm« ic case < 

otn ousness?ts e probable dun i MPF s 2142: 

it the combined ' 

ug-\-e tea s n ihe art, and Al te i - m w > trcsth o isidere. 

wee i « . ne » ' ^ee- . s \v hcie thtr teaching- 1 o^ oi ene.e pnor att 
v v c^v- v. N t N ie exan > ct u s \ t J the po ofc teh referens e to si ggest solutions to 

n 
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o-:"o:dh ur> s lscc . KMCierencc gni u.eer ^ 

discredit another. In re Young, 927 F.2d 588, 1 8 I SPQ2d U)h9 (Fed, Ck 1991 }. MPEP 2143.0! . 

Fhe ron v -i erenees can be combined dified toes not ren er tK resultant 
v v 30- ub 1 ome vombu 

Mills, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USFQ2d 1430 (Fed, Cir. 1990), 

1 - i iiu vi \.ks ! Uv'-t-J ( t t , ntatiot I i t 

example, < : egardbn selecting sub-dialogs from a group u^:r . - ,-ne number, 

social security number, account number, address, e-mail address and name. The Office Action 
.vxsvrstru , tu > ! >t >evitv i w o ! v a wV ! s ioi spo\en 

> - nfo u * bee sse Abelte et u pro t c s 
exemplary usage that is applicable to the teachings of Gergic et al 'lire Oilee Action further 
asserts that Abeiia et at. provides the motivation to combine Mist lo - ti spec k sub- dialogs that 
! n're > systems Applicant respectful) ersc this 

j| ms iv -ku n t -30 ait would easily recognize that there are substantia! 

difTeruii-v. - , , ooe of u of uh ;a \ e voWfL and tie use o , <. *. . «> 

s> stems \ ud< \ SR. SLU, and DM components. See Abeiia et a!., paragraph [0004]. 
VTvrei x o s ! \Jsba Abeiia and Allen Gorinare well known in the art as 
cease to s - oaeXML spoken dialog systems, it is clear that Gergic et 

a ,o.oo ^ s so^'c - t \\JJ dialog components. Applicant rcspectusliy submits that 
v ne ? -k . ' Ov\v\o^ ^1 'c >,> . ik .T^n>p > , sanswtl 

finite state mac i . (I SM - a a u o in \bel a ei a I ot o\o - pie, Abeiia et al primarily 
fo< us on Ihe task and operation of the dialog manager. Applicant simph asserts that the spoken 
dialog s> st, n no, i cement approach taught b> Abeiia et al would be well understood 

b *nei»fs . ! asno;oo-a> onjbhiahle r derimblc Xv combine % t! he nru mtvuch 
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1 i «\ L, , vS^W k 1 i4 i ~. o* t, ^ 11 

cr.Ls- 1 ' e.oisons nd entirely different fielh eia tAt - ^ - 
\c< rdiogK c " iat In really ne of -kill n the a* vs ould «,*rtanh vt find Jt 
■ \v e?e' ' N - v i- 

t _ v iu o n ^.v \v ^ i ! vt 

"dialog mob valor" in Abella et al. is synonymous with the use of the tern- "sub-dialog", 

•l' - . . reach that meirv, .aoi . n-> ■ ^« , ><s,*<^^ 

t s v s x wfet t * i' he spoken dialog This more < » 

s < v i s 1 . * t i'i s v v 1 , v \ > K I O 

from intv « particular stib-d"<alog. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that 

claims 2-o are paseniabie and in condition for allowance. 

Rejection of Claims 7-1 1 Under 35 U.S.C Umm 

The Office Action rejects claims 7-1 1 under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Gergic et al, in view of Brown et ai. (U.S. Patent No. 5,699,456) ("Brown et al."). 
\pplica ec ion and submits that it would not be obvious of one of 

v ! - vMe.LLos-sofuev^ 1 at alar.,1 Brown etal, 

\ subn hat one of skill in the art would not have sufficient 

Gergic et a he ce Ac c >age 2 asserts that it would >e ob\ ill in the 

art to com < a c eta!, with the teach * t wn ct i i order to 

i^.cru n xi a v ^ i ^ vi v a 1 t iJ.ni'r^ v t J 

u-* . v. ^ .cquircmems s s, ^< ! - N K s, .u\t^re 

v '-sr c.a'Ok.^u J t i o%iif!»^ \sntv sk tie ait 
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m i certain!} iderstand, Brown et a each system th requires speech recogi tion 
na u r\o\ MoLMs vMdse 'o'j s ,k oit^ ^ cie^ m„ speeci 

>rowj eta! is mi £ ki o.A a eta n 'being a non- 
s > i ( n ten s \s r*. o s i , v td $s Uenti^ 

rather ! a-.:!:.. ;!v •.:raniniar> of Brown et ah Gergic et a!, use the more structured and 
3 \v HTML < r 

vveo-r ;s> ' : - :r.\ - . *>\oac> differs fundamentally from the approach of Brown et ah 
at -ui \ , r v. pet K ^ ^ t-i\n ^ -k \ novo < rv s uenco, one of 
skih hi the art would not have sufficient motivation or suggestion to combine these references. 

so reminds the Examiner t i c >. f he evicfc 

standard ©nt> u\> s%htl> more evidence in the Applicant's favor than is in the Examiner's 
favor In thus regard, it Is certainly a standard that is relatively easy for Applicants to meet. 
Accordingly, Applicant submits that claims 7-11 are patentable and in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

Has ' I v ' ns \pplicants respectfully submit that the 

subject application is m condition for allowance and a Nonce \ < that effect is earnestly solicited. 
If necessary, the Commissioner for Patents is authorized to charge or credit the Novak, Dr«ce & 
Qaigg. LLP Account Vs. 14-1437 foi > , erpayment 

Respectful !y submitted, 



Thomas t oeMain^ 
Reg, No. 33,444 

Room 2A-207 

One AT&T Way 

3c -i e . NJ 07921 



Thomas M< Isaacson 

Attorney for Applicants 
Reg, No, 44,166 
Phone: 410-286-9405 
Fax No.; 410-5104433 



